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T 202.344.4455

F 703.821.8949

knwhitmore@venable.com

May 20, 2015

Arlington County Board
2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300
Arlington, VA 22201

RE: Rosslyn Sector Plan Addendum

Dear Board Member:

This firm represents the owner of 1901 North Moore Street, known as the RCA Building. The current

version of the Rosslyn Sector Plan Update (the “Plan”) recommends redeveloped building heights for

this site at a maximum of 260 feet, a reduction from the maximum of 300 feet permitted currently

through the CO-Rosslyn zoning district.

The Plan recommends reduced maximum heights on several sites through the “peaks and valleys”

policy, purportedly to “advance achievement of many goals” in the Plan and improve all of Rosslyn.

While the supposed benefit of these reduced maximum heights will accrue to Rosslyn and the

community as a whole, the severe impacts of these reductions burden only a few property owners.

Although heights up to 300 feet are discretionary and must be “earned” in any event, the opportunity

for these properties to earn such heights has been lost on certain sites, greatly reducing flexibility in

building design and hampering redevelopment possibilities.

Options for Additional Height

The latest version of the Plan does include some criteria by which these properties can achieve 300 feet

in height. A copy of the current Plan section is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Although the concept of

permitting additional heights on these sites is laudable, the structure included in the current version of

the Plan is not sufficient to make attaining such heights reasonable.

Accordingly, we make the following recommendations for properties with height recommendations of

less than 300 feet under the Plan:

1. Focus on the primary height criteria – In the Framework Plan, the majority of the discussion
about heights focuses on (a) views from the Observation Deck and (b) the creation of a varied
and interesting skyline through sculpting and innovative building design. This has been echoed
in most of the public discourse as well. These are the height principles that most directly affect
the experience of Rosslyn’s skyline, and advancing these principles should be paramount – if
additional height will be used for innovative building design and will not block Observation Deck
views, heights up to 300 feet should be permitted.
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2. Remove redundant references to advancing Plan goals – Reductions in potential building
heights should only occur when it is shown that a reduction in height demonstrably advances
Plan goals. Unfortunately, the Plan as currently drafted places the burden of this showing on the
owners of property chosen as valleys. Those owners of sites selected for “valleys” are effectively
and somewhat arbitrarily held to a stricter standard with respect to planning and design than all
others. We believe that any special exception site plan proposed in CO-Rosslyn should be
evaluated to determine whether the goals of the Plan are advanced, regardless of the
recommended height. Specifically providing that Plan goals must be advanced for buildings in
“valleys” to achieve 300 feet, which as currently drafted is a unique burden, should be the
standard for all special exception site plans that are considered.

3. Provide assurances of height flexibility – The current Plan provides that an owner “may seek
modifications” to reach a height of 300 feet if all criteria are met. This does not provide any
clarity to a potential developer, because even if all criteria are satisfied, the approving
authorities could choose to follow the reduced height recommendation in the Plan. As stated,
all buildings seeking a height of 300 feet in the CO-Rosslyn zone, regardless of height
recommendation in the Plan, are subject to discretionary approval. As such, the section related
to allowing heights at 300 feet in “valleys” should provide that, if all criteria are met, the
building will be treated as though the maximum height were 300 feet and evaluated in exactly
the same fashion as other buildings in the CO-Rosslyn zone. This will include an identical
discretionary height review, but will not “handicap” a proposal that has met the additional
criteria set forth in the Plan.

4. Remove subjective criteria – Ambiguous descriptors like “variety”, “nearby”, “ample”, and
“good” should be removed. If developers are not certain about exactly what objective criteria
are necessary for the opportunity to attain heights up to 300 feet, there will never be an
incentive to undertake design of a building meeting these criteria.

5. Residential/Hotel use should not be required for those areas above the recommended
height – Use proscription for heights above those recommended by the Plan will only serve to
further reduce the ability to respond to market conditions and will disincentivize development.

Based on these principles, we propose that the criteria for attaining 300-foot heights in designated
“valleys” be revised. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a proposed revision to the criteria.

We appreciate your time and consideration of these requests.

Sincerely,

Kedrick N. Whitmore
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B



Building Height Flexibility:

The building heights plan is a culmination of extensive and iterative form and massing studies
that took into consideration potential outcomes related to elements such as use, density,
marketable floor plates and surrounding context. The heights plan derived from these studies
reflects an optimal approach to achieving the Peaks and Valleys building heights approach set
forth in this plan. The plan recognizes there may be opportunities for creative solutions to further
advance the vision by considering additional height on sites planned less than 300 feet.
Flexibility is not proposed beyond 300 feet to ensure adequate overall variation in building
heights sought through the Peaks and Valleys approach. Therefore, for single-tower Site Plans or
Phased-Development Site Plans (PDSPs) with height limits of less than 300 feet as depicted on
Map 3.16, applicants may seek modifications to building height that could be approved by the
County if applicants make a showing that the below criteria are met, the proposed building shall
be considered subject to a maximum of 300 feet:

• Requested total building height may not exceed 300 feet.
• Occupied space at or above the maximum height depicted in Map 3.16 is devoted

to housing/hotel only.
• Modifications may not be sought to increase FAR above 10.0.
• The appropriateness of the proposal requested modification to building height will

be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and should be approved only when the
following criteria area clearly met by the proposed plan:

• Priority view corridors from the Central Place observation deck are retained.
• Sensitive edge transitions are achieved on sites where the RCRD borders areas of

lower scale residential development.
• Variety of building heights across nearby sites is reinforced, and the design of

individual buildings includes significant sculpting.
• The additional height is used to create a building that contributes to a distinctive

and dynamic skyline, such as through sculpting or other unique building design.
• Good view View opportunities from the tops of adjacent nearby buildings are not

materially significantly reduced.
• Ample daylight access to the subject and surrounding sites, including public open

spaces, is maintained.
• Development proposals receive pertinent determinations of no hazard from the

Federal Aviation Administration.
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Jeffrey Chod 

Tishman Speyer 

1875 Eye Street, NW, Suite 300 

Washington, DC 20006 

(W) 202-420-2122 

jchod@tishmanspeyer.com 

 

 

Chairman Mary Hynes 

Arlington County Board 

2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 300 

Arlington, VA 22201 

 

  Re:  Realize Rosslyn Sector Plan Update 

 

Dear Chairman Hynes, 

 

As a representative for the owner of the Park Place office building located at 1655 

N. Fort Myer Drive, we are writing to express some significant concerns with the draft 

Rosslyn Sector Plan recommendations that will soon be coming before the County Board.  

These recommendations include reducing heights and densities for certain properties 

below what can currently be requested under the C-O Rosslyn Zoning Ordinance 

provisions.   

 

For Park Place, Staff has recommended a maximum building height of only 210 

feet, the lowest recommended in the Rosslyn Coordinated Redevelopment District 

(RCRD) and fully 90 feet below the 300 foot maximum permitted in C-O Rosslyn.  The 

reasoning behind such a drastic reduction in height appears inconsistently applied relative 

to other properties since (i) the vast majority of Park Place is not located within a priority 

view corridor and (ii)   several neighboring properties, including those located within 

priority view corridors, are planned for the full 300 feet or even more.  Park Place is 

highlighted on the map shown below taken from Staff’s March 4
th

 presentation at the 

County Board work session.   
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Staff has estimated that this significant height restriction will result in an 

“achievable development” of 9.4 FAR, according to the building summaries provided to 

the Height and Massing Subcommittee of the Process Panel on December 15
th

.  We are 

currently in the process of conducting our own analysis to determine whether we agree 

with Staff’s conclusions on the density that could be achieved under the proposed height 

restriction.  As you know, final building design and site constraints often result in further 

limitations on achievable density, so we strongly suspect that the actual density that may 

be achieved with a height restriction of 210 feet will be far lower than 9.4 FAR.   

 

Regardless of what the theoretical impact might be on density in the abstract, the 

inescapable fact is that form-based restrictions on height and density will greatly 

discourage the redevelopment of sites like Park Place.  Therefore, although the County 

would like to see sites like Park Place redeveloped to better meet the needs of the County 

in attracting new residents and office tenants, in all likelihood we and other building 

owners with reduced height will be limited to just maintaining our existing assets as Class 

B or C buildings.  As a result, aging assets like Park Place will only decline further in 

value.   

 

We understand your desire to consider height restrictions particularly as it 

pertains to priority view corridors.  However, the seemingly arbitrary application of the 

proposed height restriction to Park Place will unjustly serve to direct redevelopment to 

other properties with no additional height restrictions (whether located in priority view 

corridors or otherwise).  This is an outcome that neither we nor the County should allow.  
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It is our objective to at some time in the future redevelop Park Place with a new, Class A 

building that is better able to attract top office tenants or residents and provide the types 

of amenities that activate the surrounding streets.   

 

We request that you consider our concerns as you review the draft text for the 

Rosslyn Sector Plan.  We further ask that you work with the Planning Commission and 

Staff to revisit the height recommendations or, at the very least, craft language that 

provides flexibility for future site plan applicants to maximize height and density where 

they can demonstrate that priority views will not be negatively impacted.  

 

Thank you for your careful consideration of these thoughts.  If you have any 

questions, or if I can provide any additional information to help inform the Rosslyn 

Sector Plan deliberations, please do not hesitate to contact me.  We would be happy to 

meet with you to further discuss our position. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jeffrey Chod 

 

cc:  County Board Members, Barbara Donnellan, Gabriela Acurio, Steve Cover, Bob 

Duffy, Tom Miller, Anthony Fusarelli, Victor Hoskins, Nan E. Walsh, G. Evan Pritchard, 

Paul DeMartini, Tony Womack, Rustom Cowasjee, Brad Heming 
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